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The Faculty Senate was called to order at 3:30 p.m., in the Board Room of Gilchrist 
Hall, by Chairperson Longnecker. 
Present: 
Alternates: 
Absent: 
Announcements 
Leander Brown, David Crownfield, Robert Decker, David Duncan, 
Reginald Green, Bill Henderson, John Longnecker, Barbara 
Lounsberry, Ken McCormick, Charles Quirk, Ernest Raiklin, 
Erwin Richter, Ron Roberts, Nick Teig, Patrick Wilkinson, Marc 
Yoder, ex officio 
Marvin Heller /Roger Kueter 
Phyllis Conklin 
1. The Chair welcomed Professor Erwin Richter as the newly elected Senator 
from the College of Natural Sciences. 
2. Comments from Provost Marlin. 
Provost Marlin reported on the progress of the search committee for the deanship of 
the College of Natural Sciences. She indicated six candidates are being invited for 
interviews with one candidate being on campus this week. 
She stated the Board of Regents will be meeting in Council Bluffs this week and will 
discuss such topics as the student health fee. She stated the December meeting in 
Iowa City will include the academic strategic planning documents and the 
environmental assumption updates. 
Reports 
3. The Freshman Profile. An abstract of this presentation will be sent to each 
member of the faculty at a later date. A complete set of the documents which were 
before the Senate will be provided to each departmental office. 
Dr. Rick Stinchfield addressed the Senate. 
He stated there has been a great deal of discussion on enrollment at UNI, and some 
of that discussion has come from the viewpoint of misconception. He stated we have 
the unusual circumstance at UNI of both more and higher quality of students 
enrolling. He suggested this is a fundamental shift which has been occurring for 
several years. He pointed out UNI has been a pioneer in raising its admissions 
standards, noting that in 1980 we initiated the English/Math requirements and in 1986 
the core requirements. He suggested students are completing a more serious 
preparation for college in high school. He pointed out our standards for admissions 
for high school students are for students to graduate in the top half of their class and 
to have completed the high school core curriculum. He cited transfer students are 
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held to a sliding scale based on the number of hours earned and the grade point 
average required. He pointed out exceptions to our standards are declining and we 
expect this trend to continue. He suggested the pace of enrollment growth compared 
to the resources available is his concern. He stated if we don't match these factors 
we may lose the characteristic which attracts students to UNI. 
At this point he summarized the various charts and graphs which were ·before the 
Senate. 
1. Chart 1 shows new students and points out that the highest number of new 
students attending UNI is with the Fall 1990, semester. 
2. Chart 2 shows that a high proportion of those students who applied are 
admitted because our requirements so clear and that if students do not meet 
these requirements, they do not apply to UNI. Our yield rate of enrolled 
students is 62 percent which is very high for a public institution, he stated. 
3. Chart 3 was on transfer students and Dr. Stinchfield stated UNI has been a 
leading institution in working with transfer students and on the articulation of 
transfer policies. 
4. Chart 4 was a map of the state of Iowa which showed the geographic · 
distribution of students attending UNI; 50.7 percent of entering UNI students 
come for the northeast quarter of the state of Iowa which includes the 
populous areas of Black Hawk, Dubuque, and Linn Counties. Dr. Stinchfield 
pointed out our enrollment is more dispersed than the pattern that existed ten 
years ago. 
5. Chart 5 was a zonal map of the state of Iowa, showing the distribution of 
students coming to UNI. All zones showed an increase in students attending 
UN I. 
6. Chart 6 identified the home address of stu~nts who have transferred to UNI. 
Dr. Stinchfield pointed out the leading transfer feeder institutions to UNI are 
NIACC in Mason City and Kirkwood in Cedar Rapids, both of which have 
approximately 130 students transferring annually to UNI. 
7. Chart 7 was a grid with a vertical of decile high school rank and a horizontal 
of ACf scores. The upper right section of the grid shows that 213 students 
who ranked in the top ten percent of their class and had an ACT score of 27 
or higher enrolled at UNI. This equates to slightly more than ten percent of 
our entering fr~shman class. 
8. Chart 8 was the same information presented in a different format and showing 
the historical pattern back through Fall, 1971. 
9. Chart 9 identified ACf information. The Fall, 1990, freshman class shows a 
real growth of .8 in the ACf composite. This figure takes into account the 
conversion to the new ACf enhanced scores. Dr. Stinchfield stated he expects 
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this growth in mean ACf to continue as we continue to practice our selective 
admission and our students continue to complete the high school core 
curriculum. 
10. Chart 10 showed the completion of high school core requirements by entering 
freshman students. The chart shows a dramatic change in the number of 
students meeting our core requirements. This figure in 1988 was 74.2 percent 
and in 1990 was 87.1 percent. Dr. Stinchfield pointed out we do deny students 
who rank in the upper half of their high school class who have not met the 
core requirement. He stated as we look at exceptions to our admissions 
policies we review the student's entire record which will include the school 
attended, the changing pattern of the student's record, the activities 
participated in, and the courses selected and the grades achieved. He pointed 
out we have a very limited number of seats available to students who may be 
admitted on an "exception" basis. 
11. Chart 11 dealt with students satisfying our foreign language graduation 
requirement. In 1988, 58.9 percent of entering students had two or more years 
of a single foreign language; this comparable figure for 1990 is 83.7 percent. 
12. Chart 12 dealt with the natural sciences completion pattern of entering 
freshman students. Dr. Stinchfield pointed out 84 percent of our entering 
freshman class had three or more years of science which is similar to the 
percentage of the entering freshman class at the University of Iowa. 
Dr. Stinchfield displayed the brochures for transfer and high school students which 
identify our admission standards. 
Senator Crownfield suggested we may have a higher percentage of students completing 
the high school core requirements than those students completing comparable 
requirements enrolling at the University of Iowa. 
Senator Lounsberry pointed out Provost Marlin has appointed a committee to study 
the possibility of raising our admission standard in the area of natural sciences to 
three years. She asked Dr. Stinchfield's opinion about this proposal. Dr. Stinchfield 
stated such an action would have perceptional value because the vast majority of our 
students are already completing three or more years of high school science. Dr. 
Stinchfield stated our enrollment is up almost as much as the enrollment is down at 
the University of Iowa and Iowa State University combined. He pointed out more 
Iowa freshmen chose to attend UNI than the University of Iowa. 
Senator Henderson inquired as to what factors have led to this increase. Dr. 
Stinchfield stated UNI is doing what students expect from an undergraduate 
education. Namely, we are providing quality instruction and faculty are accessible to 
students. He pointed out our students have performed well in national competitions. 
He also cited UNI has worked very diligently to maintain itself as a student-centered 
institution. 
.. 
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Senator Heller questioned if we by our admissions standards are driving high school 
students away from the technical areas. He also inquired as to our retention rate. 
Dr. Stinchfield stated a large part of our growth over this last year has come about 
from retaining students from one classification to another. He pointed out our 
persistence rate is relatively good for public institutions. He stated we are about to 
study the entering class of 1985 to determine graduation persistence rates. 
Registrar Leahy stated our persistence rate is increasing slightly over the last official 
study from 1980. He cited our graduation persistence rate at that time was 53 
percent. 
Dr. Stinchfield indicated he was interested in receiving feedback from the Faculty 
Senate on the impact of the higher enrollment. Senator Henderson pointed out there 
is pressure on faculty to offer General Education courses to the potential detriment of 
offering major coursework. He also cited eventually resources for supplies, 
equipment, and space will be adversely affected. 
Senator Crownfield suggested it is important for us to realize that we are teaching a 
better prepared student body and we must be prepared to challenge them in the 
classroom. 
Professor Krogmann suggested to Dr. Stinchfield he address his questions about 
enrollment impact to students to determine their viewpoint. 
Senator Brown inquired about the enrollment pattern of minority students. Dr. 
Stinchfield cited our recruitment strategies are long-term ideas vs. a quick fix. He 
cited the Minorities in Teaching program as an example of a long-term program. He 
pointed out our minority enrollment has increased for several years, but still is not at 
the point at which we would like to be. 
4. Chairperson Longnecker stated he had visited with the chair of the Writing 
Enigma Committee. That committee reports it has not received all of the written 
responses it has sought. This action will cause a delay in the committee reporting to 
the Senate. 
Senator Crownfield cited the possibility arises that noncompliance is related to the 
substance of the question. He pointed out the Faculty Senate expects parties to 
appropriately respond to Senate-appointed committees. 
Calendar 
5. · 503 Recommended Regents' Policies on Oral Communication Competence and 
on Teaching Proficiency Standards for Teaching Assistants. See Appendix A. 
Henderson moved, Teig seconded, to docket this item for consideration at today's 
meeting. Motion passed. Docket 438. 
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NEW /OLD BUSINESS 
6. . The Chair nominated Stephen Jakubowski, from the Department of Accounting, 
to serve on the Writing Committee. 
McCormick moved, Brown seconded, for this appointment. Motion passed. 
Docket 
7. 502 437 Report and Recommendations from the Ad Hoc Committee to 
Study Curricular Decision and Review. See Senate Minutes 1429 and 1431. 
Senator Crownfield pointed out there had been concerns voiced about the offering of 
experimental courses. 
Crownfield moved, Lounsberry seconded, to amend on page 43-A-3, line 3, under 
"Experimental/Temporary Courses," by adding, "(Once such a course has been 
submitted for approval, it may be continued to be offered until approved or 
rejected)." 
Question on the motion to amend was called. Motion to amend passed. 
Senator Crownfield, citing the same paragraph and Form 59, inquired if the 
appropriate distribution was to the chairperson of the University Curriculum 
Committee. Assistant Vice President Strathe suggested submission should be to the 
Office of Academic Affairs. 
Crownfield moved, Richter seconded, to substitute "the Office of Academic Affairs" 
for "the University Curriculum Committee chairperson." 
Question on the motion was called. Motion to substitute passed. 
Question on the main motion as amended was called. The main motion as amended 
was passed. 
Duncan moved, Crownfield seconded, to dismiss the committee with the Senate's 
thanks. Motion passed. 
8. 501 436 Recommendations from the Ad Hoc Committee to Study a "Center 
for the Enhancement of Teaching." See Senate Minutes 1429. 
Senator Henderson inquired about Recommendation 3, which states the Center should 
not be offered until funding is available. Chairperson of the Committee Krogmann 
stated it is imperative that the administration must indicate facilities and funding are 
available on a continuing basis. 
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Senator Henderson inquired if alternati~e arrangements would be acceptable. 
Chairperson Krogmann stated the committee did not spell out what is required but is 
insistent that we do not want a facade. 
Senator Brown suggested the survey does not show a really strong trend for 
supporting such a Center. He inquired if we could perhaps improve what currently is 
available to faculty. 
Chairperson Krogmann stated she had predicted department heads and deans would 
indicate such a Center was not necessary; however, the survey data determined they 
support such a Center. She suggested those faculty members really committed to 
teaching would make use of such a Center. She pointed out several major 
universities have adopted a similar Center approach. She suggested the viability of 
the Center may be directly related to whether the focus of the institution is on 
research or teaching. 
Senator Henderson inquired of the administrative view of such a Center. Provost 
Marlin suggested there is no universal administrative response but she has spoken to 
the deans on some of the topics raised in the report. She hoped that seminars on 
new teaching approaches and techniques could be offered under the aegis of the 
Center. She stated her experience with such Centers is quite positive. 
Senator Crownfield suggested there are three possible approach options on this topic: 
1. To reject the report; 
2. To accept the recommendations, realizing that in the current money 
crunch, that a half-hearted implementation may occur; 
3. To approve and insist on a commitment to spend sufficient funding to 
fully actualize the concept of the Center. 
Provost Marlin stated such funding would be equivalent to two or three faculty lines 
in the General Education program. She pointed out she will move forward but there 
is a cost involved. She suggested it is important we do this right or not at all. 
Senator Brown stated his concerns on staffing priorities to General Education and 
suggested this should be our first priority. 
Provost Marlin pointed out funding for such a Center will come from academic 
sources, and that she is seeking priority and guidance on resource allocation. 
Senator Crownfield suggested some of the people we are using in the General 
Education program may benefit from such a Center. He suggested the Senate could 
identify the Center as being important but that it should be created only when we are 
capable of doing so effectively. 
Provost Marlin suggested that dependent upon funding made available this year, that 
the Center may be able to be created. 
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Question on the motion was called. The motion passed on a division of ten yes and 
three no. 
Henderson moved, Teig seconded, to dismiss the committee with the thanks of the 
Senate. Motion passed. 
9. 503 438 Recommended Regents' Policies on Oral Communication 
Competence and on Teaching Proficiency Standards for Teaching Assistants. See 
Appendix A 
Professor Fahmy suggested the policy is targeted to international graduate students 
and cautioned we should be concerned with this implication. 
There was general discussion which supported the philosophy of the proposals but did 
not address the inherent concerns with implementation. 
President of the Faculty Yoder questioned if some of the topics involved are in reality 
bargaining issues. 
Senator Crownfield suggested it may be best not to act on that portion that concerns 
bargainable items. 
Crownfield moved, Heller seconded, that the Faculty Senate recommends the Oral 
Communication Competence section not be acted upon. 
President of the Faculty Yoder suggested this document should be brought first to the 
United Faculty and subsequently to the Faculty Senate. · 
Question on the motion was called. The motion passed on a division of six yes and 
three no. 
Question on the main motion was called. The main motion as amended passed. 
The Chair ruled there being no further business, the Senate stands adjourned. The 
Senate adjourned at 5:25 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Philip L. Patton 
Secretary 
These minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections or protests are 
filed with the Secretary of the Senate within two weeks of this date, November 30, 
1990. 
Regents Policy on Teaching Proficiency Standards for 
Teaching Assistants 
(implements subsection 25 of SF2410) 
10/31/90 DRAFT 
This document sets forth State Board of Regents policy on 
teaching proficiency for teaching assistants employed by the 
higher education institutions under the control of the Board. As 
used here, the term "teaching proficiency" ~ill encompass, at a 
minimum, the following elements: 
knowledge of the subject material at a level appropriate for 
the course being taught. 
proficiency in oral and vritten communication in formal and 
informal instructional settings . 
ability to evaluate student performance appropriately 
facility with appropriate instructional materials and equipment 
Each teaching assistant will be evaluated for teaching 
proficiency during any academic period in which he or she is 
employed in a teaching capacity . The nature and scope of this 
evaluation will vary with the instructional setting and the 
materi~l being taught; in all cases, however, the evaluation 
procedure will incorporate a mechanism for evaluation by students. 
Each instructional unit {department, program, etc.) which 
employs teaching assistants in a teaching capacity will arrange 
for instructional assistance to them. Uhen proficiency 
evalu~tions warrant, the institution will provide additional 
instructional assistance including remediation in teaching 
methods. oral and written communication and subject matter. Such 
assistance will not be required for persons who discontinue their 
teaching activities. 
It is the responsibility of the departmental executive officers 
and program directors to ensure that adequate standards of 
teaching proficiency are maintained among departmental teaching 
assist.lnts. 
Each higher education institution under the control of the 
Board will by July 1, 1991, put in place specific procedures to 
imple~ent this policy. 
Regents Policy on Oral Communication Competence 
(Implements subsection 24 of SF2410) 
10/31/90 DRAFT 
It is the policy of the State Board of Regents that all 
persons vho provide instruction to stude~es attending institutions 
under the control of the Board exhibit competence in oral 
communication. In the context of this policy. oral communication 
competence is understood to be the ability to communi"cate 
appropriately in the language of instruction to students attending 
Regents institutions . 
This policy is intended to apply to all faculty and teaching 
assist~nts employed by Regent institutions vho provide instruction 
to students in courses taught during the relevant academic period. 
In the con:ext of chis policy, faculty are defined as those 
persons wi:h instructional appointments on a tenured, 
probationary, temp.orary, or adjunct basis. 
E3ch faculty member and teaching assistant will be evaluated 
for or3l communication competence at the end of any academic 
period in which he or she has sufficient direct contact with 
students to render such evaluation meaningful . This policy does 
not mandate evaluation for persons Yhose instructional 
responsibilities do not involve enough direct oral communication 
with students to provide a basis for meaningful evaluation of oral 
communication competence. The nature and scope of the evaluation 
of oral co~munication competence may vary with the instructional 
setting and the material being communicated; in all cases, 
however. the evaluation procedures Yill incorporate a mechanism 
for evaluacion by students. 
It is the responsibility of the departmental executive 
officers and program directors co implement chis policy and, in 
particul3r, to ensure that adequate standards oi oral 
communi~~tion competence are maint~ined. 
E~ch Regents institution will, by July 1, 1991, put in place 
specific procedures to implement this policy. 
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